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The California' Postsecondary Education Commission was
created by the Legislature and the Governor in 1974 as the
successor to the California Coordinating Council for Higher
Education in order to coordinate and plan for 'education in
California beyond high school. As a state agency, the
CoMniission is responsible for atsuring that the $tate's
resources for postsecondary education are .utilized effectively
and efficiently; for promoting diversity, innovation,. and
responsiveness to .4he needs of studerits and society: and for
advising the Legislature and the Governor on statewide
educational policy and funding.

The Commission consists of 15 ;nen:hers.' Nine represent the
general public, with three each appointed by the Speaker of the
Assembly, the Senate Rules Committee, and the Governor. The
other six represent the major educational systems of the State.

The Commission holds regular public meetings throughout the
year at which it takes action; on staff studies and adopts
positions on legislative proposals affecting postsecondary
education. Further information about the Commission, its
meetings, its staff, and its other publication, may obtained
from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street,
Sacramento, California 95814; telephone (916) 445-7933.
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INTRODUCTION

ti

For thepast 20 years, the Coordinating Council for Higher Education and
subsequently the California Postsecondary ucation Commission have sgbisitted
annual reports to,theGovern9r and. the Legi lature cone fining faculty salaries
and fringe benefit costs at the University of Califo a and thetalifornia
State University. Since 1977, the Commission has ed the methodology
described in Appendix A as the basis for these reports.

Questions about that methodology arose, however, from the very-7 of its

fie University, the State the Legislative
.implementation and pave grown over the years inct then. As a idhu the
Commission asked t
Analyst, and the State Department of Finance to appoint representatives to a
Technical Advisory Committee to review those procedures and agree on changes
in them. These representatives were:

es'

Stite'Department of Finance

Robert L. Harris, Program Budget Manager
Carl Rogers, Principal Program Budget Analyst
Stanley L. Lena, Principal Program Budget Analyst
Judy Day, Staff Services Wager

Office ci,the Legislative. Analyst

Harold E. Geiogfie, Principal Program Analyst
Stuart'Marshall, Program Analyst
Sue Burr, Program Analyst

University of California

Leon Mayhew, Acting Assistant Vice President
Clive Coudren, Director of Educational Relations
Jo Ann,Rolley, Principal Administrative Analyst

The California State University

Caesar Naplii, Vice Chancellor, Faculty ,and Staff Relatiops
John M. Smart, Deputy Provost
William Lahey, Assistant Vice Chancellor, Faculty and'Staff Relations
Thierry Koenig, Personnel Analyst,. Faculty and Staff Relations

This document results from their assistance and cooperationvand the Commis-
sion wishes to thank them for their efforts on its behalf.

Chapter One of the document traces the istory of the Commission's talary.
reports and describes the work of the Tec cal Advisory Coimittee.

Chapter Two then outlines the new methods, which the Committee has agreed to
follow through 1994-95.

9



,

'7

Chapter Three discusses how these new methods relate to and. differ from
those adopted'in 1977.

Aqd Chapter Four identifies six unresolved issues to be considered by the
Committee at a later date. Once these issues are resolved, the Commission
will publish -a second edition of this report, summarizing all the methods
that it will use in its salary reports over the next decade.

4
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ONE

ORIGINS OF THE REVISED METHODS

The impetus for the annual reports of the California Postsecondary Education
Commission on faculty salaries and the costs-of fringe-benefits stemmed from
House Resolution 250 (1964 First Extraordinary Session), which requested thh
Legislative Analyst:

to-study the subject of salaries and the general economic welfare,
including fringe behefits, of7faculty,members of the California
-inititutions of higher education, and ways and means of improving
such salaries and benefits isi.order that such California institu-

- Lions of,higher education may be able to compete for the talent
necessary to provide the highest quality of education....

Pursuant to -that resolution, the Analyst recommended that the process of
reporting faculty. compensation data be formalized, and in Senate Concurrent
Resolution-S1 (1965 General Session) , the Legislature required the Coordinat-
ing
Council on Higher Education -- the predecessor of the Commission -- to
"submit annually to the governor and the Legislature not later thanDecember
1 a faculty salary and welfare benefits report "' that Cdntained the basic
information recommended in the legislative Analyst's report. Melte resolu-
tions and the Legislative Analyst's report are reprodJced in Appendix B.-y

CHANCES IN METHODOLOGY AND COMPARISON
INSTITUTIONS THROUGH 1977

As af the 1966-67 budget cycle, the University of California used five
institutions -- Columbia, Harard, Princeton, the University of,Michigan,
and Yale -- to compare itself against for salary purposes and these /five*
were used again for 1966-67. Although the' then California State Colleges,
had no list formally recognized by the Coordinating Council, the State
Personnel Board and they had used a numbgr of institutions since at least
1955 to establish salary parity. For the same year, a formal list of insti-
tutions for, -the State Colleges was established for the first time, and it
included tea campusesT-----

Bowling Green-State University
'Brooklyn College
Carleton College
Colorado State Univdrsity
Occidental College

Pomona College
Purdue University
Rutgers State University
Southern Illinois University
Wesleyan University

Over the next several years, many objections to theie lists were expressed,
and those objections resulted in frequent changes, -as Appendix C indicates.
In 1967-68, the University's list was expanded to include Cornell, the
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University of Illinois, and the University of Wisconsin-Madison; and the
-next year, Princeton and Columbia were dropped in favor of Stanford and the
State University of New York at Buffalo. That list was maintained for two
years .and then changed again for 1970-71 and 197172 to add. all of the
universities in the "Big Ten" as well as a few others. In 1972-73, it,,was,

changed tack to the 1968-69 list, and has remained unchanged since.

The State University list has undergone far more frequent changes, principally'
because ,of, the difficulty of findiii any group of institutions which matched
the mission and function o0hat segment. Nevertheless, whilethe list Was
changed almost annually-between 1966-67 and 1973-74, the final change has
remained in effect up to the present "and contains the following list of 20: '

Bowling Green State 'University
Illinois State University , 1.

Indiana State University
. Iowa State Univecsity,
Miami Univereityliphio) ',

Portland e Universityilt
Northern llinois7University

Southern I/ taois University
.-State Univereity of New York

at Albany \ .

State University of New York
College at. Buffalo

Syracuse University
University of Colorado at Boulder
University of Hawaiik
University-of Nevada-Reno
University of Oregon
Univeriity of Southern California
University of Wiiconsia-Milwaukee
Virginia'Pelytechnic Institute

and State University
Wayne State University
Westerftieggail University

For all the years between 1965 and 1977, there was a considerable-amount of
experimentation with both the methodology used to compute saliry parity
percentages and the criteria, for the telpction of comparison institutions.
Some changes dealt with the method qf treating fringe benefits, others with
adjustments designed to account for rapid changes in the _rate of inflation,
still others with the concept of "Total Compensation."

REACTION TO THE 1977 REVISION

On June 13, 1977, the Commission adopted the methodology reproduced in
Appendix A which has remained in force for the past eight years. The 1977
document, however, did not end the debate over the contents of the salary
report, since a complete consensus was not achieved among all interested
parties (the University, the State University, the Department of FinAnce,
the Legislative Analyst, and the Commission). No sooner had the 1977 document
been adopted than'the State University announced that it would nolonger
recognize the comparison approach In its annual sa/ary requests to the
Governor and the Legislature, but would adopt an analytical procedure based
on changes in the cost of liviAg and the previous erosion in faculty "real

- income." In 1981, the University of California followed the same approach,
at least in part, by including real income losses as a major consideration,
in its request fop a cost - of-living adjustment. Both segments continued to
submit comparison data to the Commission throughout tiffs .period (the State

University, however, no longer supplied the supplementary, data required by
the Methodology), but it Ifs lean that they regarded the comparisons as

-4- 12
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braving little effective weight in their own efforts to increase faculty
salaries. While the Commission included data on etonomic conditions during '

this period,,, it continued V:4 emphasize the comparison institution approach
0 salary setting. .

.
, . .

The salary reportslave also been expanded since 19774to in6lude sections on
medical faculty salaries (since1928),sdainistrative salaries (sin'ce 1981),
and Community College faculty salaries - (since 1979),,all cause of recom-
mendations '11y .the. Legislative Analyst. None of these addi ions was refleited
in the 1977 methodology. .

, . N4.

Througho4 thp'late 1970s and early rms, the State University's dissatisfac-
tion wi..h'their list ofcomparison inititut4ons_increased, and this led to s
formal request ,by: that segment to reopen deliberstions on the methodology
itself, particularly as-it related to the comparison group. Accordingly,
the Cowission agreed to reconAe-the Technical Advisory Committee mentianed°
in the Mitroduction. The first meeting of, his Committee was held-O. the
Commission's offices on September 13, 1984. Subsequent meetings were held

414010 on No4ember 9, 19#4, and Januark 7. and January 25, 1985., In addition to the
members listed in the introduction, this Committee included representatives
of the Commission staff; William. D. Whiteneck, Consultant to the Senate

'',Education Committee; and Dan Wall, Consultant to, the SenateFituutcg! Committee.

Several other interested parties 'also attended some of the meetings, including
Bill Ccist, President of the California Faculty Association; Dennis Platt of
Winner, Wagner, and Associates (representing the Univergity of California
faculty); and Pat Hill Hubbard of the American Electronic Association.

-

The Committee's deliberations began with the State University's concern ,over
its group of compirison institutions, approximately half of Which weie
located in'a uniquely depressed region of the country the upper midwest
where faculty salaries had been held below national leveli., As wgrk proceeded,
several alternative, listi-of institutions were examined until agreement was

°reached on the list of 241prsisented in this report. That agreement depended
on data from the' American Association of University Professors, the American
Council on Education, the National Center for Education Statistics, and the
National Association of State Universities and Land Grant Colleges, as well
as- the cooperation'of the institutions proposed to be included on the list,

-t^

The Advisory Committee, however, did not consider only the State University's
'concerns. The University of California suggestednew data collection pro-
cedures that would enable.a single annual report to be published instead of
the two presently compiled and transmitted each year.. The University argued
that there was no real'need for an annual medical faculty salary report, and
the Committee agreed to a biennial lubmission instead. Finally, the Univer-
sity raised a concern with its own iiit of comparison institutidns, and that
issue will be discussed at future meetings of the Committee in 1985.

The. Legislative Analyst raised questions about the University'a practiCe of
granting equallgeight to each of 'its comparatorspand the use of the State
University's staffing patte o determine all-ranks averages. The AnaAgst
also raised important q ons about the continued use of the five-yelr

_compound rate of change n comparison institution salaries, and that' issue
will also be considered later this year.

0.
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The. Department of Finance expressed its reservations over the existing
methodology of-0e September Meeting, and its concern for the State Univer-
sity's continuing dilemma over its comparison group led to the creation of a
more representative list.

The major issues resolved by the Technical Advfsory Committee thus included
(I) the number and timing of the Commission's salary reports; (2) the criteria
for the selection of California State University comparison institutions;
(3Y the listof California State University comparison institutions; and (4)
the appropriate use of staffing patterns in computing, all-

r
anksiaverages for

the California ,State University.

Several other issues, however, have not yet been resolved to the satisfaction
4of all the principals who participated in the' deliberations of the Committee,
including the list of University of California comparison institution*, and
the uset of a five-year moving average to project renk-by-rank averages into
the budget year. These issues have been postponed for further discussion
over the next six to ten months, as Chapter Four below notes. Because
faculty salaries involve hundreds of millions of dollars in annual State

',expenditures, and because the quality of any academic institution is usually
a function of the quality' of its faculty, it is not surprising that the
principals have strong opinions on these subjects. Nonetheless, the Commis
sion believes ttet, based on _the 'cooperationrdemonstrated thue-far by the
members of the almittee, these issues will be resolved to the satisfaction

'..9of all the principals and permit the same long-term implementation as the
methods agreed on thus far and outlined in the next chapter.
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THE REVISED METHODOLOGY

The following procedures will be employed by the California Postsecondary
Edurqetion Commission to develop its annual report on faculty salaries and
fringe benefit costs in California public higher. education for the ten-year
pe004 of 1985-86 to If94.15,unless noted otherwise.,

NUMBER. AND 'TIDING OF REPORTS

9pe report will be prepared by the Commission each year. That report will
contain current-year data from both the University of California's and the
California State. -UMiversity's comparison institutions, such data to be
submitted by the segments to the Commission, the Department of Finance, and
the Legislative Analyst `not later than Novembir 15 each year. The Coanission's
report will be submitte# to the Department of Finance and the Joint toegisla-
tive Budget ComMittee not later than .1aratary 1.

The report will indicatemeeded percentage increises(or decreases) for the
forthcoming fiscal year in salaried- and. 'fringe benefit costs for University

/ of California and California State University faculty to achieve and maintain
parity with cosparison'institution faculty at the ranks of prstfessor, associate
professor, astist(=t,profissor, and (at the State University Only) instructor.
Parity is defiled as ,the mean of all salaries paid by the comparison institutions
as's whole at each rank. A separate list of comparison institutions will be
used by each of the four-year California segments. of higher education. The

report will separate calculations and displays of data related to percentage
increases required for salary parity from those related to fringe benefit
cost pafirity.

COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

University of California

Comparison institutions for the University of California with independent
institutions asterisked, will be the following:



Cornell. University*
Harvard 'University*
Stanford University*
State University of New York

at,Buffalo
\`t

University of Illinois Urbana Campus
Univeriity of Michigan - An Arbon

\ Udiversitrof Wisconsin - Madison
File University*.

1

Tfie University's list of tamparison titutiotvg rewasini-An open item before

Technical Advisory Committee du 2985 and say be recommended for
change for 1986 -87 and subsequent budget- years.

California State University

Comparisn institutions for the California State University, with in epeddent
institutions asterisked, will be the following fof the years 1985-86 through

1994-95:

Northeast
UniveriitY of Bridgeport*
Boston University*
Rutgers the State University.of New

Jersey (Newark Campus)
State University of New York at Albany
Bucknell University*

South
University of Miami (Florida)*
Georgia State University
North'Carolina State University
Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and State University

(

1Morth Central
DePsul University*
Wayne State University 44\

'Mankato State University
ir

C eveland State University
University of Wisconsin.,Milwaukee

West
Arizona State University
University of Southern California*
bniversity of Colorado at Denver
Lewis and Clark College*

iversity of Nevada.as4
versity of :reties at Arlington

4. FACULTY TO BE INCLUDED AND EXCLUDED

University of California

.Faculty to be included ine comparisons are those at the ranks of oprofessr,

associate professor, and assistant, professor (the University does not use

the rank of instructor) employed, on nine- and eleven-month (prorated) appoint-

ments, with the exception of ficulty in law, the health sciences, summer
sessions, extension programs, and laboratory'schools, to the extent that
these facultrare covered by salary scales orlschedules other than those of

the regularifflulty. Faculty on the special salary schedules for engineering,

computer sairece, and bUsiness administration will be included with the

regular faculty.

Faculty members to be included are those assigned to instruction '(regardless

of their assignments for research and other University purposes), department

-8.
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chairmen (if not on an administrative
°salaried -sabbaticalt,)eave._

The number of UnivOsisI faculty will be
.basis.

A

Califorlla State University-,

Faculty to to be included in the comps4pons are these with full-time appoint-
manta at the ranks of profFissor) associate professor, assistant professor,
and.inatructor:,embloyed'oh ninea And eleven-month (prorated) Opeintments,
department chairmen,' and.factlity on salaried sabbatical or special leave.
Faculty teaching seminar sessions oreictension.will be excluded.

.*
Funds appropriated 'for "coutstang piofessor,awaxds" will be inclUded in

.

the Stet* UniversiWs. average\selaries.'

The number of Ststi Oniversity. and comparison institution faculty will be
reported on a haadicount basis.

salary schedule), and. faculty on

repotted on a full=.time-equivalent

S

COliPUTATION OF COMPARISON: INSTITUTION
AVERAGE SALARIES AND FRINGE BENEETIv COSTS

Al indicated below, the'PhOtorsity and the State University use different
"methods to compute average sa4ries in their respective groups of comparison
institution,. The Commission will provide a detailed explanation for, these
differences in its annual reporte

University of California

.Forithe University's comparison gro , the average salary at'each rank will.
be obtained lor each compaFison Lust' tion. -The average.salary.at each
rank for the comparison group as a who then be calculated by adding
the average salaries at the eight comparis- titutions-and dividing by

eight. The same procedurb will be used to compute the cost of fringe benefits.
(The use of equal weights for University of California comparison institu-
tions is an unresolved issue to-be discussed by the Technical Advisory
Committee during 198 ..-)

cCalifornia State University

*
. -

For the State University's compatIM-grOmp, the total acidal salary dollars
paid at each rank for the group as a whole will be divided by, the number of
faculty within the rank at all 20 institutions to derive the average salary
for each rank. Average costs of fringe benefits will be computed in the

same manner.

17



FIVE-YEAR COMPOUND RATE OF SALARY
AND FRINGE BENEFIT COST GROWTH

In order toycomput4; the estimated salaries and benefit costs to be paid by
the comparison institutions in the budget year, a five-year compound rate of

change in salaries and the cost of fringe benefits will be computed .using
actual salary and benefit.dati, for the current'year and the fifth preceding
year.

Each segment will compute the average selary and fringe benefit cost to the
employer by rank fear,their respective comparison groups, as specified in
Section S above. Each will then - calculate the annual compound rate of
growth at each rank between the current year and the year five years previous
to the current year. These rates of change will then be used to project
average salaries and costs of fringe benefits for that rank forward one year

to the budget year.

(The use of a five-year compound' average is one of the unresolved issues to
be discussed by the Technical Advisory Committee during 1985. The Legisla-

tive Analyst has suggested that a shorter period of between two and four
years be used or that the more recent years be accorded afigreater Might
than the earlier years. Consequently, the five-year compounded average will

apply only to 1985-86 budget cycle.)

7. ALL- AVERAGE SALARIES AND FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS

ll-ranks average salaries and fringe benefit costs will be calculated for
each segment and for each .respective comparison group in both the current
and budget years; by using the following procedures.

University of California

For the University, both its and the comparison institutions' rank averages
will be weighted by the University's projected staffing pattern for the

budget year. The all-ranks averages produced thereby will be compared and

percentage differentials computed for both the current and budget years.

The percentage differential between the University's current'year all-ranks

average and the comparison group's projected budgeteyear all-ranks average

will constitute the percentage amount by which University salaries will have

to be increased (or decreased) to achieve parity with the comparison group

in the budget year. The same procedures will be followed with respect to,
the cost of fringe benefits.

California State University

For the State,University, both its and the comparison group's current year
staffing patterns will be employed. The- rank -by -rank averages will be

-10- 18



separately weighted by the respective staffing patterns for both the current
and budget years so that two sets of all-ranks averages will be derived.
The two all-seks averages for the State University in the current:year (the
first weighted by the State University staffing pattern and the second by
the comp:vist group's staffin&pattern) will be added together and divided
by two to pro uce'the OIMean. S ul arty, the current- and budget-year averages
for the comparison institutions will be added and divided by two to produce
mean all -ranks averages for both the current and budget. years. The .mein
State University current-year all-ranks average will then be cOmpared to the
mean current and budget-year comparison-institution all-ranks averages 'to
produce both a current- and budget-year polity* percentage. The percentage
differential between the State University's current-year allranks average
and the comparison group's projected *budget-year alI-ranks average will
constitute the "Gloss Percentage Mount" by which State University salaries
will need to be increased or decreased to achieve parity with the comparison
group in the budget year.

The "Gross Percentage Amodnt w-4.11 be reduced by two adjustments:

First, two-tenths of one peleent (0.4iereent) will be deducted to account
for the effect of turnover and promotions in the budget year,

Second, an additional eight-tenths of one percent (0.8 percent) will be
deducted to account for the effect of higher paicl. law - school faculty in
ten of the State University's comparison institutions.

(These several adjustments are estiaetes to be used only for, the 1985-86
budget year. During 1985, a survey will be conducted by the State University
to determine the accuracy .of these .adjustments for future years. Commission
staff will review the State 'University's findings in both of these areas.)

The formats for these calculations are shown in Displays 1 and 2 on the
following two pages.

8. ADMINISTRATIVE, MEDICAL, AND COMMUNITY COLLEGE SALARIES

Administrative Salaries

In its annual faculty salary report, the Commission will include data on the
salaries paid to administrators at the University, the State, University, and
their respective comparison institutions. The State University will use, the

same group of dosparison institutions as. for its faculty survey. For 1985-86
only, the University of California will use the same list of comparison
institutions and administrative position descriptions fit were used for the
1983..84 budget cycle. Both the comparison group and the positions to be
surveyed for future years remaimunxesolved at this time4na will be consid-
ered by the Advisory Committee durin 1985.

19



University 'of California Actual
Comparison institution Salaries
to Each Comparison institution)

Academic Rank

Unweighted
Average Salaries

109-80 1984-85

and Projected
(Equal Weight

Compound
Rate 'of

Increase

Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor

$010M,Mft

V

ft

$*
Iftee

a

Percentage -Increase in University of California
1984-85 All-Ranks Average Salary Required to

Equal the Comparison Group Projections for 1985-86

Academic Rank

UC
Average
Salaries
1984-85

Comparison.
Group

Projected
,Salaries

PercentAge
Comparison Increase

.

Group Salaries
N. Required

'984-85 1985-86 in pc Salaries.
(Actual) (Projected) 1904-85 1985-86

rProfeisor $., 4.694.. AMMO 74 as as r

Associate Professor . 111

91
Assistant Professor V 4.400.
All.Rsmis Averages !din. 40...e

Net Parity Salary
) and Percentages

University of California
Projected Budget-Year
Staffing Pattern

Professor

4.11,

$ NO

Associate
Profe'ssor

Mma70_

Assistant
Professor Total
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DISPLAY 2; California State University Actual and Projected
Comparison Institution Salaries (Weighted by Total
Faculty at Zach Rank)

Academic Rank

Professor
Associate Profeslsor.
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Medical Faculty Salaries

The Commission will include data on comparative salaries and compensation
plass for the University of California and a select group of comparison
institutions on a biennial basis commencing with the 105-86 academic year.
Comparison institutions to be surveyed will be Stanford University, the
University of Chicago,'the University of. Illinois, the University of Michigan,
the University-of North Carolina, the University of Texas at HoustOn, the
University of Wisconsin, apd Yale University: Disciplines ,to be surveyed
will be"internal medicine, pediatrici, and surgery, which, taken together,
will be considered representative of the iedical profession as a whole.

Community' College Faculty Salaries

In its annual report on faculty salaries, the Commilsion shall include such
comments as it considers appropriate'to satisfy the recommendation of"the
Legislative Analyst-contained in the Analysis, of the Budget, Bill, 1979-8O.
Comments shall be directed to, but need not be limited by,' the contents of
the Annual Report on Staffing and Salaries of the Community Colleges' Chan
cellor's Office.

9. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

Supplementary,information remailis an unresolved issue. The categories of
data to be supplied by the segments and the years to be included in historical
series will be discussed by the Technical 'Advisory Committee in, 1985. ,

10. CRITERIA FOR 'ZHE SELECTION OF COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

University of California

The following four criteria will be used to select comparison institutions
for the University:

1. Each institution should be an eminent major university offering a broad
spectrum of undergraduate, graduate (Master's and Ph.D.), and professional
instruction, and with a faculty responsible for research as well as
teaching.

2. Each institution should be one with which the University is in significant
and continuing competition in the recruitment and retention of faculty.

3. Each institution should be one from which it is possible-to collect
salary and benefit cost data on a timely, voluntary, and regular basis.
(Not all institutions are willing to provide their salary and benefit
cost data, especially in the detail required for comparison purposes.)

-14-
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4. The comparison group should be composed of both public and private
. institutions.

In selecting these institutions, stability over time:la the composition of
the comparison group is important to enable the development of faculty
salary market perspective, time-series enalysis and the contacts necessary
for gathering required data.

California State University

The following five criteria will be used to select comparison Institutions
for the California State University.

A
1. General Comtarability of Institutions: Comparison institutions should

reflect the misOon,-functions, purposes, objectives, and institutional
diversity of the California State University 'system. Faculty expectations
at the comparison institutions*, in terms of pay, benefits, Workload, and
professional responsibilities, should be relatively similar to those
prevailing at the California State University. To those ends,.State
University comparisoeinstitutions should include those that offer a
wide variety of programs at both the undergraduate and levels

but that grant very few if any doctoral degrees. Specifically, ;the 20

institutions that awarded the largest number of doctoral, degrees during
the:ten-year period between 1973-74 and 1983-84 should be excluded. The
list should include both large and small, and urban and rural 'institutions
front each of the four major regions of the country (Northeast, North
Central, South, and West). Approximately one-fourth to one-third-of the
institutions on the list should be private or independent c011eges.and
universities, and none of these institutions should be ,staffed predomi-
nantly with religious faculty.

2. Economic Comparability of Institutional Location: The comparison group,
taken as a whole, should reflect a general comparability in living costs
and economic welfare to conditions prevailing in California. Consequently
institutions located in very high cost areas, such as New York City, or
in severely economically depressed-areas, such as portions of the,deep
South, should -not be included on ,the list. In order to ensure a contin-
uing economic comparability between California .and those regions in
which comparison institutions are located, the Commission will periodi-
cally review such economic indicato4s as it considers appropriate and
include the results of its surveys in its annual report on faculty.
salaries and frinlie benefit costs.

3. Availability of Data: Each institution should be one from which it is
possible to collect salary and benefit cost data on a timely,,voluntary,
and regular basis. (Not all institutions are willing to provide their
salary and benefit cost data, especially in 'the detail required for
comparison purposes.)

4. Fringe Benefits: The comparison institutions should provide fringe
benefits, including a retirement' program that vests in the faculty
member within five years. This criterion will be reviewed further by
the Technical Advisory Committee (see Chapter Four).



S. University of California Comparison Institutions: The comparison group

developed .for the California State University should not include any
institution used by the University of California forits comparison

group.

.1
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THREE

COMMENTS ON THE REVISED METHODOLOGY

The revised methodology contains a substantial number of changes from the.'
1977 version. This chatter discusses *Itch of the sections-of Chapter Two
and-explains the rationale for any change singe 1977. In addition, it
concludes by,,listing those sections eliminated from the 1977 methodelogy.,

NUMBER AND TIMING OF REPORTS

The previouk methodology called for two reports, one to be prepared, in
Deeber to assist the Department of Finance in its development of the
Governor's Budget,' and ,the second in April to 'provide informstio for legis-
lative heariiis on the subject. The first was based on. prior-year data
projected forward two years to the budget year; the second on current year
data projected .forward only one year.

Ottly one report:will be prepared in the future, since broth the University
and the State University indicate that they will be able to obtain current-
year data at an earlier time -- November 15 than'before. Assuming data
from all comparison institutions are available, this change should provide
more timely information and reduce workloads at the segmental offices and

the Commission. '

PRINCIPLE OF PARITY

The section remains essentially unchanged.

COMP4RISON INTITUTIONS

At present, the University of California's comparison institutions remain
unchanged. Further discussion in the Advisory Committee may produce changes
in that list which will be'effective with the 1986-87 budget cycle. ..-

The California State University's comparison list has undergone substantial
.change as a result of the Committee's deliberations. Of the previous 20
,institutions, only six remain on the new list. The'ritionale for the changes

is discussed below in Section 10 on "Criteria for the Selection of Comparison
Institutions."
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4. FACULTY TO BEINCLUDED AND EXCLUDED

Soli' Iarsely technical Changes have been made ip this section. For the.
University, the rank 'of instructor.has.been eliminated since it is no longer
used, and law-and clinical faculty have been specifically excluded (probably 7,!,

.an oversight previously)'. Also :added' for the purpose+of asking official *
practice that has been in effect for several yeirs.ia the provision that, eble6

University's staffing Patterilwill be bitsecrort full-time-equivlont fatuliy.

For the State University, the language has been streamlile4 and aside to
conkers to its mission. Previouly, the language for both of the senior
segeents-was'identical, which led to inconsistencies with regOrd to such
terms as "irregular ranks" and "clinical;faculty't that do notApplY-to the
State "University's operations. The ,liew-language-ilso notes that thoAtate
University's staffing pattern is based on headcount faculty-and not full-
time equivalent faculty.

COMPUTATION OF AVERAGE SALARIES
AND COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS

1'
Mb

V

This section, white reworded,. remains essentially unchanged in meaning.

6. FIVE-YEAR COMPOUND RATE OF SALARY
AND FRINGE BENEFIT COST GROWTH

0

4

Previously, this section discussed different methods of computing the five-

year rate of change in salary growth in the comparison institutions-fort the
preliminary and final reports. The new language requires the 'same technique

as was used previously for the final report.

-4

7. ALL-RANKS AVERAGE SALARIES AND
FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS

In this section, there is no change for the University of California.

There is 4 major change in the method of computing the State University's

411-ranks average. Previously, the rank-by-refit averages for both the State

University and its comparison group were weighted by the State-University's

current-year staffing pattern._ In the revised methodology, two all-ranks

averages are computed, one using the State University's staffing pattern and

,the other using the comparison institutions' staffing pattern. The all-ranks

average used for-the computation of the parity percentage is the mean of the

two, a technique that eliminates the previous bias created by the fact that
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the `State University ass far more faculty in the upper ranks than doei-the
comparison group as a whole. 'On the other hand, it does not institutea
bias in favor of the comparison institutions' staffing pattern butlaraws a
line etectly halfway between the two. For 1985-86, the net effect is' to
reduce. the State Univera4.ty'st salary requirements by fpproximately

.percent. -

or-

two other adjustments are proposed in the new methodology:

i. Fiist in the 1977 system, a deduction of 0.1 percentleas taken from the.,
State University's parity percentage to accptint for the effect of turnover
and promotions. 1This was done because salsify requirements are reduced'
when a full professor retires and is replaced by a -faculty member at a
lower rank end recanted ealary..Since 1977,' this aliount was temporarily
increased to 0.5 percent, and Auul,reduced to the current levelof0.2
percent. That last amount will'be maintained for 'bhe').985-80 year!and
than possibly adjusted following a *survey of actual faculty
betweenthe ranks or out ,of the ranks through deaths or retirements

The other adjustment concerns law school faculty. At presk92t, eightfof.o ,

the State University's comparison institutions.maintain lawkschoo2.s4'and:,
the number of law faculty,in' those universities represents,1.1 percent of
the total faculty in the group.as.a whale. The salarieepaid tai' :these
faculty are included in the comparison group'eaverages, tend, to raise
their average salaries, and thereby increase parity tequicemete.,
current effect is **ally but in the new grodp, 2.9 'percent of the faculty
ere law professors, and COmmisspn staff his.estimated'that this has the
effect of increasing parity requirements in the State Univeriiti by 0N8
percent, based on a number of assumptions about the pay receivelrbY the 129

law faculty in question. For the 1985-86 year, the parity percentage "?'
will therefore be reduced by 0.8' percent pending a comprehefinVe survey
of comparison inatitutien law ;faculty. Once that survey is tampleted,'
later in 1985, a more permanent adjustment will be included in 00#tlioPas,,,,.
ology. Aleernitively, it may 'bir possible to exclude law faculty',f the
calculations entirely, thereby obviating the need for any adjustaient.

'The mechanics of deriving-paritylpercentages for both the Uuitiertity.of:
,California and the'California State University are detailed in Disilays 1
and 2 above.

ADMINISTRATIVE, MEDICAL, AND COMMUNITY COLLEGE SALARIES

\
The administrative6salary report has involved some disagreements between- the
Commission and the University of California, and this portion.of the salary
report is therefor 0considered to -be unresolved for the years after 1985-86.
For 1985-86, an agreement has been reached to use both the comparison insti-
tutions ina p3sition.descriptions used film 1983-84 as an interim meAsure.:
The Technical Advisory' Comisittee will discuss the entire matter during 1985.

Concerning medical faculty salaries, two changes are proposed. The fi st is
to substitute the Untversity.of North Carolina's medical school ft e
'State University of New York'a Upstate Medical School -- the latter iug

-19-
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declined to participate in the survey. The other change is to. mate the
report a biennial submission instead of an annual one.

No changes are proposed to the process of reviewing Community College faculty
salaries, although the revised methodology mentions this process for the
first time.

9. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

'; In previous gears, the. University and the State Univetsft have been requested

to supply additional information concerning the number of faculty with
.doctorates and with tenure or security of appointment by rank. Also requested

were data on promotional patterns, separations, destinationsof faculty mho

resign, and sourtes0Of recruitment. 4

Since 1977, a number of questions have arisen concerning the usefulness of

these data and the necessity of compiling 'them annually. During 1985, the

AdvisOry Committee 'will explore these questions and attempt to reach agreement
on the exact nature _

informatiOn needed and the'frequency of its

collection.

10. CRITERIA FOR THE SELECTION OF COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

. University of California
/

Although, as previously noted, it is possible that one or more of the University

of Californi 's comparison institutions slay be changed after 1985 -86, the

AL
Advisory C ttee saw -n0 need to change the criteria, and it therefore

remains as ten in 1977.

ornia State University

General Comparability of Institutions,: The criteria for the selection 'of

comparison institutions. for the California State University. have been a

subject of controversy since the inception. of salaiy reports, largely because

of the uniqueness of the State University.. In no other state in the nation

are there any nqn- doctoral, degree-granting- y.niversities of the size and

diversity of several of the-State University's campuses. The doctoral

prohibition applied to the State University by the Masier Plan led some in

'State government to propose that that segment place onlyipon -doctoral institu-

tions on its comparison list. Such a limitation, however, effectively
eliminated fro* consideration a very large number of universities that were

comparable to the State University in virtually every other respect and

limited the comparison institutions to a group of small liberal arts colleges:

Over the years, various attempts were made to devise a way Around this

dilemma, but it was not until 1977 that a reasonable compromise was reached.
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In that year, it was decided that doctoral degreesgranting,institutions
could be included on the list provided they did not-include "the 20 institu-
tions that awarded the greatest number of-doctoral* degrees duringpthe ten--
year period, 1959-60'through 1968-69." At that 'time, none of the State'
University's comparison grow was in the top 20, and none of the new group
may be presently. With one institution, however, there is a question, and
that is the UniVersity of Southern California, which ranked eighteenth in
doctorates gianted between 1975 and 1980. 'Even with USC included, however,
it is very clear that the:proposed list of compirisen institutions is very
different in type from-the University of°California's comparison group with
respect to the.,granting of doctoral degrees. -Table I below indicates the -

extent of that difference.
.

In !pita of the difficulty with the University of Southern California, the
new list is significantly less rich in doctorate degrees than the old list.
Among those proposed, five granted no doctorates at all -between 1975 and
1930 compared to only on on the old list. Of greater significante is the

rains 1 Doctoral. Degrees Awarded by University of California
and California State University Comparison Institgtions,
1975-2980

Number of
UC Comparison Group Doctorates CSU Comparison Group

Number of
Doctorates

Cornell University 1,073 University of Bridgeport . 0
Harvard University '2,075 Boston. University 786
Stanford Uuniversity- 1 913 Rutgers 'The State University
State University, of of New Jersey Newark Campus , 60
New York at Buffalo 820 State taiversf.ty,ofNew Yoek.

University of Illinois ..2,511 st Albany 394
University. of Michigan 2,340 Buckneli University 0
University of Wisconsin 1,656 DePaul University. 33
Yale University 1,171 .Wayne State Univelisity 663

Mankato State University 0

Cleveland State University 21
Mean 1,820 University of Wisconsin-

Milwaukee 143

University of Miami-Floirids '354

Source:

Georgia State Univesity 325
North Carolina State University 669
Virginia Poly Institution and

State Univeisity 725
Arizona State University 551
University of Southern

California 12587
University of Colorado at Denver
Lewis and Clark College 0

University of Texas at Arlington 64

University of Nevada-Reno 83

Mean

American Council on Education, 1983, pp. 2084-2099.
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fact that the average for. the -old .list"was 467 doctorates per institution

compared to the 32.3, shown above for the new list. Further, where institutions

within- one system are faun& on both the University and the State University

list, the State University choice, is invariably for an institution with a

minor doctoral emphasis. Two exiamples of this difference are (1) the SOY

campuses at Buffalo (820 doctorates) and Albany (394), and (2) the Mullion

and Milwaukee campuses of.the University of Viscontin (2,656 And 143).

Overall, the propoted-list of 'comparison institutions seems an improvement

in the. sense that it moves a step further away from the kind of comprehentive

research and doctoral degreeTgranting.iastitutiont that the Master Plan

prohibited the Stets University from .becoming. At the same timet.it incorr:

porates new institutions of quality' that compare favorably with the'State

University in size and diversity.

Aside from the doctoral degree-grazting consideritions, three new subcriteria

have to be considered under the hesjiing of '' "General Comparability" -- (1)

diversity of sine, (2) regional diversity, and, (3) public/independent diver-

sity -- along with the issue of religious affiliations.
or

Regarding site, the 1977 criteria tended to a misconception

that the State University is comprised exclusively of large, urban,

comprehensive institutions. In selecting comparison institution*, a
definite preference for large campuses was specified, even to the point

of excluding institutions with lipss than 300 faculty members, in spite of

the fact that the Stste.University system contains five campuses with

fewer than that number. The new criteria call for a group that; scontains

"both large and small, urban and rural"'Campuses, and the Colleges and-

universities nut-honey list Offer precisely that distribution and contrast.

Second, in'terms of regional diversity; the 1977 list divided the 20

institutions into three categories 4-- "East," "Westi," and "Other" -- with

the last of these categories heavily dominated by the North Central-

region to the exclusion of all others except the University of Colorado,

which more properly belongs to the West. The inclusion in the East
category of Virginia Polytechnrc Institute and State Universitralso
seemed questionable, and it is-placed in the South in the new list.

The-new criterle-call-for regional diversity, and four regions -arra-spec

lied -- Northeast, North Central, South, and West, with between four and

six campuses La each. Part of the pprpose is to avoid the adverse conse-

quences of a dominant region, (such ss the North Central states) suffering

a severe economic decline and thereby distorting the comparison 'group

figures from national conditions. More will be mentioned about this

problem shortly.

Third, in terms of public/independent diversity, the State University's

old list contained only two independent institutions -- Syracuse University

and the University of Southern California -- while the University of

California list has been equally divided between public and independent

institutions since 1972. If the purpose of a comparison group is to

reflect national perspectives, it seems appropriatigkto. include more

private universities to the State University list, and its new list

contains seven, with the ceiteria calling for theAlst to contain between

one-fourth and one-third such institutions. .
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The final point under "General Comparability" concerns religious facility.
The previous criteria.probibited the inclusion of any institution with..
religious faculty. The Advisory Committee reconsidered this criterion
and decided that it was excessively restrictive since many qualitfinstitu-
tions of higher education contain theologidal departments at the same
time that they remain predominantly secular Lamorientation. ACcordingly,
the provision was amended to state that the comparison group should'
contain no institution staffed "predominantly" with religious faculty;

Economic Comparability of Institutional Location: When .the State University's,
-.current group of comparison-institutions was selected in 1973, 'it appeared
that the cost of,living aia Personal-income were approximately cOmparible
between California and the areas in which the 'comparison universities were
located. Throughout the 1970s and into the 1980s, however, it became quite.
clear that the-concentration of comparison'institutions in the North Central
region bad created situation where the State University was comparing
itself to a severely depressed LEcorumnic region of the country. k recent
summary of national conditioni by the Research Institute of America highlighted
one aspect of the problem (1985, p. 1, underlining added):

The 7.2 percent national unemployment rate is a deceptive reading.
that 'doesn't reflect the reality of labor market 'conditions today,
The proverbial lake -- lour:feet deep., on'iaverage with 40-foot
troughs means the U.S. jobs 'picture is' one of high islands and
deep holes.

'Worst problem area centers in West Virginia, Ohio, Western Penn-
sylvania, where steel shutdoWns seem permanent, no replacements in
sight.

Another deep hole: The Southern Michigan, Northern Indiana region.
Carma.king has recovered, but thouaands of jobs haven't come back.
It's a textbook case of assembly-line. automation wiping out jobs..
Other deep pockets include the Illinois-Lows farm machinery centers.

Of the 20 comparison institutions until now,. nine are idcated in these
depressed areas, and because many of them are large universities, they.
heavily influence the comparison insf.itutioFtall-ranks average.

In the future, it is certai 7 pbssilhe,that economic conditions will change
again, .and it is for that reason that this criterion.now calls en the Commission
to examine economic conditions from time to time'to'ensnre that general
comparability is maintained; The Commission surveware-to be conducted
"periodically;" which will probably mean about every five years and more
frequently if conditions warrant.

Other Criteria: The three remaining criteria are essentially unchanged from
the 1977 document.

Criteria Eliminated: The following list identifies all of the criteria that
were eliminated, changed substantially, or subsumed elsewhere in the new
proposal, and explains the reasons for these changes.
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I. Prohibit the inclusion of institutions with less than 300 faculty. This

criterion was eliainated because of the need to create a more representa-

tive list of comparison institutions. It was explained under "General

Comparability" above.

Comparability of states' ability to support higher education. Previously,

this criterion specified that no comparison institution could be located
in a state where the per-capita income was more 'than 10 percent below

the national average. It -also stated that institutions in New York City,
and Washington, D.C., could not be because of the very high
cost of living in those cities.

Analysis of pear- capita income.itatiatics revealed 'great inconsistencies_
among the states. On the next. page, Table 2 shows those states 'that had

per - capita incomes more than 10 percent below the national kvetage in
1973jthe yew the most recent comparison list was established) and 1982
(the most recent year for which data are available).

Table 4 shows that several SUMAS on the list irkth poor per.:capits

incomes are nevertheless among the mai progressive in supporting higher.
education. bramplee include Georgia, North Carolina, and Utah. Although
Texas is no longer in the below-10,percent category, it was in this

group only ten years ago, and in 19-82 it was only 2.8 percent'tbove the
national averase,_while California wata13.1 percent above it.. Yet few

states have attempted to iwprove the quality of higher education in

recent years more than Texas.

Far these reasons, the percapita'income standard no longer seess'viable,

and on the proposed list of State University comparison institutions,

Georgia, North Carolina, and Texas are all represented...

3. Competition for Faculty. This Appears to be no longer a viable criterion
since there is probably no list of 20 institutions that would account

for even a fourth of the State University's recruiting, The new criterion,

"General Comparability of Institutions" has been Substituted.

4. Similarity of Functions. This criterion has also been eliMinated.SM#

subsumed under "General Comparability of Institutions."
.

5. Acceptance as Comparison Institutions. Previous acceptance as a compar-

ison institution seemmdsn-artificial constraint an the Advisory Committee

and has been eliminated. At the time it Iglus included' in the list Of

criteria, comparison institutions changed far more frequently, and there

was a greater concern for continuity. Now, however, there is general
agreement that the new list will remain in effect for at least ten
peat*, thus eliminating the-need for this requirement.

6. Senior or Tenured Faculty. This criterion.specified that the State
University's comparison group should have a faculty ,nip ratio in the

upper. two ranks that is similar to the ratio of faculty in the State

University. Now that an adjustment for staffing patterns has been

proposed in the new methodology, this requirement is no longer needed,

and since the percentage of faculty at the upper two ranks in the State

University is fai higher than in the existing or proposed comparison
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TABLZ 2 Per-Capita income Data for the Nation, Regions, and Those
States at Least 20 Percent Below the National Average for
Zither 2973 or 2982

State and Regton

National Average

10 percent Below the-National Average

New England

Maine
Vermont

'Mideast

Great Lakes,

Plains

South Dakota

Southeast

Alabama
Arkansas
Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana
North Carolina
South Carolina
Tennessee
West Virginia

Southwest

New .Mexico

Oklahoma
Texas

Rocky Mountain

Idaho
Montana
Utah

Far West

Sourcel U.S. Department of Commerce,

'Per-Capita Income

1973 1982

$5,010

4,509

($5 28)

$4,124
4,291

($5,476)

_($5,258)

($5,176)

Above 10% Level

($4,253)

$3,825.

3,791
4,370
3,997
3,855
4,241
3,903
4,111
3,902

($4,441)

$3,944
4,284
4,476

($4,743)

Above 10% Level
Above 10% Level

$4,072

.($5,394)

1984.

411,107

9,996

($11,916)

$ 9,042
9,507

($12,087)

011,050_

.($10,789)

$ 9,666

($ 9,062)

$ 8,649
8,479
9,583
8,934

Above 10% Level
9,044
8,502
8,906
8,769

($11,112)

4 9,190
Above 10% Level'
Above 10% Level

($10,754)

$ 9,029
9,580
8,875

($12,238)



group -- 84.2 percent in the State University as of 1983-84, compared to
68.2 percent in the existing group, and 69.1.percent in the proposed group --
it seems clear that this criterion has not been adhered to for sane time.

4

,*



FOUR

UNRESOLVED ISSUES

Several issues within the methodology remain unresolved and are listed here.
Most have been discusietpreviontly, but they are summarized in this chapter'

in a form that can constitute the agenda for future meetings of the Technical
'Advisory Committee.

1. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA COMPARISON INSTITUTIONS

-Tq

The University his expressed concern about the concentration of its public
comparison institutions in the'Rorth'Centrai region, a perception it shares ,

with the State University. These include the University of Bichigan-Ann
Arbor,: the University Of IZlinois Urbana campus and. especially the University,
of Wisconsin-Madison. A full review of.the-Univereity/e list will bivun4er-
taken during 1985.

THE FIVE-YEAR COMPOUirli RATE OF CHANGE

It was suggested that the time period for calculating the annual rate of

change in comparison institution salaries be changed from the current period

to five years to some different period. Alternatively, if the five-year
period is maintained, a greater weight should be given to the more recent
yOrs. The -Legislative Analyst has specifically proposed a three-year

period.

Mlle problem, arose because of the 'rapid changes in the rate of inflation over

the past ten years and Um...reaction of the comparison institutions to that

rate. Five years ago, in 1979-80, the Consumer Price Index rose 13.3 percent
and then rose another 11.5,percent the following, year. In response to these

pressures, college and university salaries rose much faster in those years

than in 1983-84 (ald probably 1984-85 as well), When the average national

salary increase was 4.7 percent, compared to 7.1 percent in 1979-80, 8.7

percent in 1980-81, and 9.0 percent in 1981-82.

When the higher increases are averaged with the more recent ones, the annual

predicted rate of change into 1985-86 is almost certainly overstated.
Conversely, when inflation is rising instdad of falling, cost-of-living

adjustments for California faculty tend to understate the real need. The

use of either a different time frame or a weighting toward more receta

percentage changes in the comparison groups could correct at least part of

this problem.



3. ADJUSTMENTS FOR .TURNOVER AND
PROMOTIONS,AND VOR LAW FACULTY

For the State University, two adjustments are included in-the parity percentage
calculations, one'to reflect turnover and promotions and the 'other to adjust
for the effect of a greater number of law school faculty in the new list of
comparison institution* than in the existing -list. During 1985, surveys
will be conducted to determine appropriate levels for these adjustments.

4. ADMINISTRATIVE SALARIES
,

Due to disagreements between the Commission and the University of California,
the subject-of administrative salaries will be revievell with the objective
of determining a list of comparison-institutions and position descriptions
for use over the next ten years. The institutions and positions used for
the State University's survey may also be discussed.

5. FRINGE BENEFITS

Fringe benefits have posed a number of difficulties to salary apslyits for
_many 'years. There has never been a consensus as to what constitutes a
fringe benefit, the true employer and employee costs, of pertain fringe
benefits, their actual value to'different classes:of faculty members, or how
benefits Should be liCtored into the 'overall assessment of faculty compensa-
tion. A number Of attempts to resolve these questions have.been made is
recent years, but it appears prudent at this.timp.to keep the questions
surrounding benefit packages open for future deliberations of the Technical
Advisory Committee..

A related issue concerns the use of a portion of the salary appropriation
for improvements in the fringe-benefit package. During the 1984 -85 fiscal
year, for example, some salary funds were used to improve dental plan benefits,
and the Department of Finance has raised a question about this and related.
practices. The Technical Advisory Committee will consider the implications
of these practices during 1985

6. SUPPLEMENyARY TION

During 1985, the Committee will also discuss thedetails of supplementary
information submissions, including the frequency of reporting. Among the
items to be discussed are segmental reports on number of faculty, hiring and
separation, sources of recruitment, destinations of faculty who resign,
promotional patterns, number of faculty with advanced degrees, number of
faculty with tenure or security of appointment, and measures for the total
resources provided per factilty member.
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APPENDIX A
California Postsecondary

Education Commission

June,13, 1977

REVISED METHODOLOGY FOR THE PREPARATION OF THE ANNUAL REPORT ON
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
FACULTY SALARIES AND FRINGE BENEFITS, 1978-79-

INTRODUCTION

The methodology to -be employed for the 1978-79 report contains a
number of substantiVe modifications from that adopted by the ,Commis-
sion in September, 1974 and used fdrthe annual reports. for 1975-76,
1976-77, and 197778.,

In developing this new methodology, both the Utiversit of California
and the California State University and Colleges conlerred'with'a
number okStouPa,and individuals, including representatives of fac-
ulty orgintZatioas. Subsequentlp, each segment submitted proposals
for assegai in the existing methodology. These proposals were the...
considered by a tichnicaladvisory committee established by the
Commission consisting not only of Commission staff 'and segmental
representatives, but also of representatives of the Department of
Finance and the Office of ttle'Legislative Analyst.

In the past year:, one aspect of the annual report on faculty salaries
and fringe benefits was heavily criticized; namely, the treatment of
the comparison of fringe benefits. This criticism centered on tao
major points. The first related to the recent practice of treating
the cost of fringe benefits and the salary 'adjustments required to
achieve parity aicadditive to produce a figure for_"Total Equivalent
Compensation" (TIM). This practice will be discontinued in subSa-

. quent years. The seco4d, criticism stemmed from the fact that the
comparison method was lim4ted to the employer cosh of benefits (ex-
pressed as a 'percentage of payroll). Since there is, at best, only
an indirect relationship between the value of fringe benefits to the
employee and the coat of those benefits to the employer, the use of
fringe benefit comparisons with other institutions can often be-sari-
ously misleading.

Although the basic difficulties wit4 fringsbanefit comparisons. were
noted in the report for the 1977-78 fiscal year, it. is proposed that
a much more definitive disclaimer. be included in the text for the
1978-79 report. Clearly, a benefit pfnkage of given cost nay be very
different from another benefit paCkage'vf the- sane cost when the Sao
are defined and administered differt,aW. 3y way of illustration,
if the employer adds to a pension fund to improve its actuarial in-
tegrity, it increases the cost of the benefit package but does not
result in any new or additional benefits.

The Commissionrwill continue to show the results of the comparison
survey regarding the coat of fringe benefits but will display it
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separately from the salary data and will include a sufficiently de-
tailed explanation of the issues so as to avoid misunderstanding or
inappropriate use of the figures.,

The second-major change is the eliminetion of the "Cost of Living
'--Adjustment for Salaries." For the pas; three years, an adjustment

has been made in the projected salaries of the'comparison
tions'to account for changes in the 'tate of inflatiOn. This adjust-
moutt, has been widely misunderstood. It ,is not an escalato# chase
of the kind frequently found in collective bargaining agreements; it
is as index only of changes in the rate of inflation and not a mea-
sure of inflation itself.

The other changes are essentially technical in nagdre. To date,'all
ranks average `salary and fringe benefit projections have been made
on the basis of prior year (four the preliminary report), and current'
year (finr the final report) Segmental staffing patterns. Since these
element* of .componsation are:itplemented in the budget yehr, it
'desirable to :establish * staffing. pattern for that year. This will
be done by the University of,California:f6r.the 1978-79 repore and
by the California Stite'University.and Colleges beginning in 1979-80.

. I

The final change will affect only!the computation of frt6ge beaef its
for the California State Utiversittand Collates. That system pre-
viously used its fringe `.benefit projections on the. assumption 'that
no salary:incratse would be granted. Because an increase in salaty
automatically increases applicable fringe benefits, a degree of.dis-
tortion occurs. :The_pniversitY of California uses a system ?hereby
a salary increase is computed first, the automatic'increases-in'
fringe benefits resulting from.that increase accounted for, and.the
fringe benefits calculated after this accounting. The Commission
believes the lattat approach-to be more reasonable and has .there-
fore adopted it for both segments.

METHODOLOGY

qt%

The procedures to be employed for the 1978-7'9 budget year and in
subsequent years are as follows:

A. NUMBER AND TIMIN0 OF REPORTS

Two reports will be prepared each year. Thefirst report, ba.sed on
preliminary data, will be submitted to the Department of Finance in
November. The final report, based on the most current data, willbe
submitted to the Legislative Budget Committee in April. In order to

meet these submission dates, the University 'of California and the,

California State Univeriity and Colleges will forward data on ebni.;-
parison institutions and segmental faculty salaries to Commission

-30-
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stiff by mid-October for the prenary report and by late February
for the final report:

3. PMCZFLE OF PARITY

The report will indicate what adjustments would be needed for the
forthcoming year for salaries and Costs of fringe benefits for Uni-
versity of4California sad California State University and Collative
laculty to. achieve and maintain rank-b7-Talk parity with such sala-
ries and Casts of fringe benefits provided faculty in appiopriate
comparison institutions. A separate list of comparison institutions
will be used by each of the California segments of higher education.
The report will separate calculations and displays of data related
to percentage~ increases required for parity in wearies, from those
related to fringe benefit costs.

C. COMPARISON INS=ONS1

Comparison institutions for the University of California will bas

Cornell. University
Earverd University
Stanford University
State University of Nev York at Buffalo
University of Zllinois

r .1,

University of Michigan at Ann' Arbor.
UniVersity of Wisconsin at Madison
Tale University

Comparison institutions for the California State University and Col-
leges will bas

Eras

Wiest

State University of NeWorork at Albany
State University of Now York. Collage at Buffalo
Syracuse Vniverittly

Virginia Polytechnic tastitute and State University

University of Sc thorn California
University of Hawaii
University of Nevada
University of Oregon
Portland State University

Fi any institution is omitted for any reason,` a rep/acemen:
be selected based upon the established criteria by Commission
staff in mutual consultation with the segments, the Department of
Finance, and the Legislative Analyst. The Attachment indicates
the criteria for selection of the comparison institutions.

39
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Other
University of Colorado
Illinois State University
Northern Illinois University
Southern Illinois University
Indiana Stati University
/ova State University
Wayne State University

, Western Michigan University_
1k:ruling Green State University
Miami University (Ohio)
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee

D. FACULTY TO BE INCLUDED AND EICLUDED

The faculties to be included in the comparisons are, those with full-'
tini appointments at the rahks:of professor, associate professor,
assistant professor, and instructor, employed on -tine and eleven
month (prorated) appoihtments, (both regular and irregular-ranks as
appropriate), with the exception of faculties in the health sciences,
summer sessions', extension prbgrams and laboratory schools, provided
that these-facultiesiare covered by salary scales or-8411444es other
than that of the regular faculty. At 'the rank Of lOstrector, f
time equivalent faculty are ustd'because,of the Preponderancst of
part-time appointments at this rank.

The faculty members. to be included are those assigned to instruction
(regardless of the assignments for research- or other tiniversity,Tur
poses), department chairmen (if not on an administrative salary
.schedule), and faculty :onpalaried sabbatipat leave.

E. COMPUTATION OF AVERAGE SAUIES-AND COST OF FRINGE BENEFITS

For each academic rank within the California State. University and
Colleges' comparison groups, the total actual salary dollars. for the.
combined group is divided by the number of faculty within the rankN'
to derive average salaries by rank for their comparison institutions

as a whole. Average costs of fringe benefits will be computed in a
similar manner..

For the University of California's comparison groups, the average
salary by rank is obtained for each comparisotetitt1tf1. The

single average salary (for each rank) for the comparison group is
then calculated by adding the average salaries at the eight compari-
son institutions and dividing by eight, thereby. giving equal weight
to each institution regardless of the number of faculty. The same

procedure should be used to compute the cost of fringe benefits.

-3.2-
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F. FIVE -YEAR COMPOUND RATE OF SALARY AND FRINGE GENE 'IT GROWTH ,

-For the preliminary report, a five-year compound rate of change in
salaries and fringe benefits at each rank at the comparison insti-
tutions will be computed on the basis of actual salary and fringe
benefit data of the preceding year and of the prior gwe' years.

In obtaining compdad rates of dhangt at the .comparison institutionA,
Reach segment will compute the average salary and fringe benefit costs
by rank, for their respective' comparibon institution groups as spec-
Iliad in Section E above. Each will than dalculate the annual com-
pound'gjith rate changes in average salaries and fringe benefit
costs f each -rank (diner the five-year period) at their respective
comparision institutions. These rates of change will:then be used,
to project average salaries and' costs of fringe be its for that
rank forward for two years to this budget

1, ,t

no same proceduri will be used in producing-aeyfinal report, ex-
cept that the base year for the compariSon institutions will be
Moved forward one yeti, permitting4ha use of a5dte-year'projectiod
rather than the. two- -year projectionimcessary-in the preliminary
report. The California segments will use actual current salary 'and
fringe benefit data as reported Wthe comparison 'institutions
rather than budgeted figures.

_
.

L.9.*:---A+LI,RANIS AVERAGE SALAZT AND FRINGE BENEFIT COSTS

Average all-ranks average salaries and fringe benefit costsprojected-
for the budge; year will be calculated for each segment, ueing the
average salaries and fringe benefits by rank projected for the budget

0 year for the. comparison groups and the staffing pattern in the appro-

.
priate,rsliforniasegment. The California State University and Col-
leges will use the current year staffing pattern while the University
of California will use a staffing pattern projected for the budget
year. These all-ranki average, salary and fringe benefit amounts for
the budget _year constiinte the salaries and fringe benefits to be
provided to thecorresponding California segment for that segment to
achieve pa y, rank-by-tank, with its comparison group. 'The average

all-ranks ries and fringe benefits thus projected to the budget
year for a 'California segment will then be compared with the cur -
rent all-rinks4:/erage 'salaries and fringe benefits for that segment
to determine the.percentage increase required by the segment to_
achieve parity: For the 1978-79 report, the California State Univer-
sity and Colleges will modify the percentage difference (to 1 /10th of
a percentage point) to account for merit increases, promotions, and
faculty turnover. This adjustment will not be necessary for the
University of California since the projection of the staffing pattern
into the budget year will account for these adjustments automatically.
In subsequent years, the California State University and. Colleges
will use the same procedure as the University of California.

.



H. SMEEUNDITARY'INFORMATION
V

The Commission will prepare supplementary tables containing five
years of trend data, with the data for the most recent year s plied

w
by the segments.

1. Number 'of full-time faculty by rank;

2. Number and percent of new 'and continuing full-time faculty with
4the doctorate by rank;

3. -*umber and percent of full-tiMe faculty with tenure or security
of appointment by rank;

4. Separations of full-time faculty with tenure or security of
appointment by rank;

5. Destination of faculty who resign; by rank (indicating the name
of the institution for those faculty remaining in -higher educa-
tion);

6. Sources of'6icruitment by rank;

7. Faculty promotional patterns.,

.0*
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APPENDIX B

House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First -Extraordinary Session, Relative to
the Economic Welfare of the Faculties of the California

Public Institutions of Higher Education

WHEREAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Education strongly
recommended that every effort be made to ensure that the institutions
of higher educationt is California maintain or improve their position
in the intense competition for the highest quality of faculty members;
and

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Education in its
annual report to the Governor and the Legislature regarding level of
support for the California State Colleges and the University of Cali-
fornia recommended that funds should bo.provided to permit at least
an additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the Cali-
fornia State Colleges and the University of California; and

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the California State Colleges in their
annual report to the Legislature declared that.the California State
Colleges are falling far behind in the face of this competition and
that by 1964 -65 facultr'salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent

'behind those.of comparable institutions; and ,

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enrollments in institutions of higher
education in California during the nest deCade will cause a demand
for qualified faculty members which cannot possibly be met unless
such institutions have a recruitment climate which-will compare
favorably with other colleges, universities, business institutions,
industry, and other avels of government; and

WHEREAS, California has achieved an enviable momentum in business
and industrial development, a momentum now threatened by Lagging
faculty salar4es so that failure to maintain adequate salary scales
for faculty bars ,in California institutions 'of higher education
would be false economy; and

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports"from the State College
and University campuses that higher salaries elsewhere are attracting
some of the best faculty members from the California institutions of
higher education, and if such academic emigration gains momentum
because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the educa-
tional processes and result in slower economic growth, followed by
lower tax revenues; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the diffi-
cult and pressing probe faced by the California institutions of
higher education in attracting and maintaining outstanding faculty
members in a period of Itiff-competition and rapid growth; and

-35--
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SEAS,* The Legislature has a continuing interest in the diffi-

cult and pressing problems faced by the California institutions of

higher education in attracting and maintaining outstanding faculty

members in a period of stiff competition and rapid growth; and

WHEREAS, The State's investMeat in superior teaching' talent has

been reflected in California's phenomenal:economic growth and has

shown California taxpayers to be the wisest of public investors,

'but unless the superiority in faculty quality is maintained, the

contributions by the California institutions of higher education to
the continued economic and culture:1 development of California may

be seriously threatened; now, therefore,' be it

RESOLVED BY TEE ASSEMBLY OF THE STATE" OF CALIFORNIA, That the

Assembly Committee an Rules is directed to request the Joint Legis-
lative Budget Ccrimittee to study the subject of salaries and the

general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty

members of the California institutions of higher education, and

ways and means of improving such salaries and benefits in order
that such California institutions of higher education may be able

to compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality
of education, and to request such committee to report its findings

and recommendations to the Legislature not later than the fifth

legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session.
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INTRODucnCIN

The purpose of this stay report is to recommend s.
method for reporting to the Legislature on salaries,
fringe benefits and other special economic benefits for
faculties of the University of California and the Call:
fornia State Colleges. This report hes been prepared
by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee in re-
sponse to House Resolution 250 (1964 First Extraor-
4=1 Session, APPutdix 1)1 which resolved:

"That the Assembly Committee on Rules is di.
rested to request the Joint Legislative Budget Com-
mittee to study the subject of 'Marks and the gen
eral economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of
faculty members of the California institutions of
higher education. and ways and means of improving
such salaries and benefits in order that such Cali-
fornia institutions of higher education may be able
to compete for the talent neceuary to gravid* the
highest quality of education. and to request such
committee to report its findings and recommenda-
tions to the Legislature not later than the fifth
legislative day of the 19615 Regular Session."
Stan of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee

initiated its study by seeking informatiauwhicli would
reflect the mavitude of California's long-range and
immediate probic4regarding the need to recruit and
retain an adequate number of high quality faculty.
While reviewing past reports presented to the Legis-
lature as justitiestion for salary increase rwommen.
dation: by the Coordinating Councillor Eigher Edu.
cation, the University of California and the California
State Colleges, it became apparent that the first step
in trying to improve faculty salaries and other bens-
fits is to firnish the Legislature with comprehensive
and consistent data which identify the nature and
level of competitive benefits. The wets associated with
recommendations, rated awarding to priority, should',
be included in proposals by the segments is order to
aid the Legislature in determining bow much to ap.
propriste and the benefits which an appropriation
will bey.

There has esisteci in the put a difference between
what the ins nations have recommended as the need
for salary and benefit increases and what has foully
been appropriattd by the Legislature. There are two
principal reasons for this difference which at times
may be closely related : (1) The Legislature may Ws-
agree with what is proposed as to need, or (2) there
=a7 not be enough funds to meet the need because of
higher priorities in* other areas of the budget.

These needs are very complex and, for example,
include snail' factors as:

1. !Disagreement with conclusions drawn from data
submitted, in justification of recommendations;

2. Lack of confidence in the quantity, quality, or
type of data ;

401tedtass 444erod.

3. The failure of advocates to. make points which
are concise and clearly understandable ;

4. The submission of conflicting data by legislative
awe or the Department of Finance.

After careful consideration, it was determined that
special report should be made to the Budget Com-

mittee containing recommendations as to the lend of
-data the Legislature should be furnished for the poi,
pose of considering salary and other benefit increases.

On August 5, 1944 a letter (Appendix 2) was sent
from the Legislative Analyst to the Coordinating
Council for Risher Education. the:University of Cali-
fornia, the California State Colleges, the Department
of Finance and various faculty organisations inform-
ing them that the Joint Legislative Budget Committee
was planning to hold a public hearing in connection
with ES 2 and asking for replies to a series of
questions designed to gather background information
abouf salary and fringe benefits data (Append:: 3.
Copies of Replies Received). The primary purpose of
the hearing was to provide the University of Cal:br-
uit, the California State Collerm and interested
groups the opportunity to indicate the buis on which
salary and fringe benefits should be reported to the
Legislature, including the kind of data to be coin-
piled and who should compile and publish it (Appen-
din 4, Copies of Prepared Testimony Filed with the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee at the October
15, 1964 Rearing). The contents of moat of the pre-
pared statements discussed problems and in some
instances recommendations relating to faculty salaries
and other benefits rather than the primary purpose
of the 'Marin' g, but the testimony did serve to identify
areas of concern. The hearing also established lees-
lative interest in the subjects of faculty workload and
sources of supplementary income.

The review of past faculty salary :viper-4 the re
plies to the Legislative Analyst's letter of August 5,
1964, the oral and prepared statements received at the
October 15, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee and other sources have revealed
significant findings and permitted the development of
recommendations concerning the type of information
and method of presentation that should be included
in future faculty salary reports prepared for the
Legislature.

ILACKGROUND

Current procedures for review of faculty salary
and other benefit increase proposals, startng with the
presentation of recominendadons_hy state colleges and
University of California administrative officials to
their respective governing boards, appear generally
to be adequate, with minor reservations. The State
College Trustees and the Regents of the University
of California generally formulate their own proposals
in December and forward them to the State Depan.
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meat of Finance for budget cocsideradon. Concur.
rentiy the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
also tomes a report with recommendations which is
made available to the State Department of Finance.
The Governor and the Department of Finance con-
eider these salary increase proposals in relation to the
availability of funds and their own snalysis of faculty
salary needs and decide how much of an increase, if
any, to include in the Governor's Budget. The Lees-
lathe Analyst in the Anoinsit of the Bsgigst BM pro -
vide* analysis and recomm endations as to the Gover-
nor's budget proposaL

When' appropriate 'initiative coznmittets hear the
budget request for faculty salary inertia.' they may
be controetei with several ticommendations from
various sources. Their first responsibility is to con-
sider the Governor's recommendations in the Budget
Bill. However, the rniversity and the California
State College" generally request the opportunity to
present their own resest=andations, which frequently
differ from the Governor's proposaL Also, the Co-
ordinating Comical for Higher Education presents its
recommendations. Various faculty organisations may
desire to make independent proposals. The Legislature
has bet= cooperative in providing all interested parties
the opportunity to present their views, but these
presentations have bean marked by extreme variations
in recommendations and in the data which support
the requests.

WHO SHOULD PRI:PALI FACULTY
SALMI' *SPORTS

There appoint to be some difference of opinion
concerning the purport of faculty salary reports and,
recotamendations prepared by the Coordinating Coun-
cil for Higher Education. The University of California
and the California State Colleges contend that they
should nuke direct recommendations to the Governor
and the Legislature and that Coordinating Council
recommendations should be regarded as independent
comments. Conversely, the Department of Finance
and the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
believe that salary reports and recommendations of
the Coordinating Council should be the primary re-
port submitted to the Department of Finance and the
Governor to consider in preparing budget recommen-
dations. The Department of Finance states that such
a report should be regerded as similar in status to the
annual salary report relating to civil service salaries
prepayed by the State Personnel Board for the Gov-
eriac wad the Legislature. It is our opinion that the
Legislature should give specific and primary consid-
eration to the recommendations in the Governor's
Budget and to the tennel faculty salary report of
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education. How-
ever. any separate recommendations of the Cniversity
of California and the California State Colleges should
also be considered.

WHAT FACULTY SALARY 21EPORTS SHOULD
CONTAIN

We do not believe that reporting required of the
niversity, the California State Colleges, and the

Coordinating Council for Higher Education should
limit the right of these agencies to emphasize specific
points in supporting their own recommendations.
However, the Legislature should take steps to estab-
lish a consistent basis upon which it will receive corn -
prehezisive information about faculty salaries, other
benefits, and related subjects from year to year. After
careful consideration of the statistical antd other
grounds presented in support of salary and other
benefit Lacrosse proposals in the past, we recommend
that basic data be included in faculty salary reports
to the Legislature in a oonsistent form in the follow-
:in areas:

A. Faculty Data
B. Salary Data
C. Fringe Benefits
D. Total Compensation
E. Special Privileges and Benefits
F. Supplementary Income

Since it is necessary for stall of the
legislative branches of government to anal
niendations prior to the commencement of a legislative .
session, all reports and recommendations . should be
completed by December 1. of each year. a .

A. Faculty data
L Findings

a. laormative data about the size, composition,
retention, and recruitment of California
State College faculty has been presented to
the Legislature from time to time, but =n-
ally it has been so selective that it lacks
objectivity' and has been inconsistent from
year to year.

b. Superior faculty performance has not been
demonstrated as a reason to justify put re-
quests for superior salaries. .

2. Recommendations
The following data should be compiled and pre-
sented annually on a consistent buil. Defini-
tions of what cov4titutss faculty arb left to the
discretion of the t"ttiversity and the state col-
leges but should be clearly dedited in any report
Additional data. may be included in any given
year to emphasize special proble=s, but such
data should supplement not replace the basic
information recommended below. Graphs should
be used when practical, accompanied by sup-
porting ;shies is an appendix Recommended
faculty data includeslir
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a. The number of faculty, by rank and the in-
crease over the previous Ave years to redact
innitutional growth.

b.- Currait faculty ounpoeition expressed in
=SW Zeta =Mg indict but not limited
to the Pee vestal* of the fault,' who have
PhD za.

c. Stiodenanculty ratios as a means of corns-
tug performance.

d. Data Mating to all new full-time faculty for
the =rem academie year including the num-
ber hired, untie of ens thole rank
and highest degree held. vases

- should also be noted. Pertinent historical
trends in these data should be analysed. We
do not believe that subjective and inootoplete
data animating nouns for turning down
ode" sash as has been presented in the put,
serves any useful purpose.

e. Faculty turnover rates comparing the num-
ber of separetions to total faults according
to the fallowing suggested categories; death
or retirement, to research or graduate work,
intre-institutional transfers, other college or
tiniversit7 teaching, business and govern-
nuns, other.

3. Comment:
The first three recommendations above are de-
signed to redact faculty sin, preposition, rate
of growth, and workload. The inclusion of con-
sistent data from year to year will facilitate .
trend analysis as it relates to the institutions
involved and, when possible, to comparable in-
etitutions. The purpose of including data on
new faculty and faculty turnover is to provide
a quantitative base for discuaslons of problems
relating to faculty recruitment and retention. It
may also be beneficial to include some basic
statistics about the available supply of faculty
to lee what proportion of the market, new PhD 's
for etaimple, California institutions hire every
rear.

S. Sakiey Data
1. Findings

a. The rrtiVersit7 for several years has ex-
changed salary data to provide a consistent
comparison with a special group of five " em-
inent" tiniverli ieLS. as well as with a ;.rottp.
of nine public universities. Conversely, the
California State Colleges have not yet estab-
lished a list of comparable insitntians which
is acceptable to them.

b. Bath the 'University of California and the
Coordinating Council for Eight? Education
maintain that salary comparisons to appro-

priate institutions is the beet tingle method
of determining salary needs.

e. The Vulvas* d California places less sit-
aailicaace salary comparisons with non-
academic employment than the Coordinating
Counoil on litigher Education mad the Cali-
fornia State Colleges.

d. Salary increases have been proposed on the
bads of differentials between total compensa-
tion (salaries plus binge boughs) in =-
parable institutions.

e. Both the university and the California State
Colleges have tended to relate the du of
'proposal salary increases to how much of an
increase would be nosegay to isturn to a
speckle competitive position- which existed in
1957-58 and which was unusually advan-
tageoua

f. Salary comparisons have frequently been
made to various levels of teaching including
alimentary, high school, and junior college
salmis&

'it. Methods of salary comparisons with other
institutions have varied from year to year in
reports prepared by the state colleges.

... Recommendation
a. We recommend that .proposediactire, salary

increases dimingnish between (1) increases
necessary to maintain the current competi-
tive position end (2) increases to improve
the current competitive position.
(1) Proposed increases to maintain the exist-

ing competitive position should he equiv-
alent to a projection of thrilirvm-age
salary relationship between the tniver-
sity, or state college& and comparable
institutions during the curtent fiscal
year to the nut fugal year. We recom-
mend that this projection be based on a
projection of actual salary increases by
rank in comparable institutions during
the past five years, permit ring statistical
adjustments for unusual circumstances.

the proposed bac:ruse to maintain
the ezistisig competitive position would,
in effect. be equal to the average of az-
nuel salary increases in comparable
institutions during the past five year&
record of the accuracy of projections
should be maintained in an eppendix.

(2) Recommendations to improve the cur.
rent competitive positions snottld be re
leted to the additional advantages 7.0 be

b. It is also recommended that the California
State College Trustees select a list of com-



p*1a it=ona tbin the ut year and

that ae,mmn be n.tatad to eehanp
uLiry data in a form wh.W.h 'will 'i1it3.zi

.. list of thi witerm ed to

select comparsble LZ$tntiOD.L plus .-*C-

of the instons select4 should
be tnolud.d t ng ezr's report.

g Sp.eie prepoealz for salary increases should

be seecpani.d by op.rsons of currant

sslsxy uznd historto trands to
p&rabte institefo. The ioUawn1 general
prnaipl ar, onaid.sed to be important:

(1) SaLary data should be separated frum
frin. b& &nd, speufal ben.dt data
for purpose of eporng salary ecm-

consistent fO?m should be used &om

to 7*? to present saLary datz.

form ulbc be to illustrate a

nqesz hi'storte trend i average s&L.

artes by '.g a line zrspii for sach

rank. An alternanve mht. oe & table
'bich pLy shs whare CaU1ora
ranked amort cbmp*rüIi isatitutloca
dtkepuvsyurs.

The currns salary polinon might best

be mustrased by showing a List of aver.

age salaries of the Ca1hf.ornf a. inatudocaj

and the othe couiparabI bititutlOca

the highest to the lobsat sverzg

by rank. for the La.et actteL and ourrent

years. This will show the relative

tion of the California Institution for the

last actual and ornnt years, as weil as

the range of itives. frequency distri.

butlous of facnIc by rank or professor

should be incorporated In an appendi
and Z7 siqnicant limitations in the
us. of ;versg berve,n thai pu-cuLac

in a gtten year should be
noted. Por spI., an inuaual proper.
tion of faculty in the iqb ranke or the
Low ranks would alaot the eomparab1lir?

of the arithmetic means.

(3 Special data to Illustrate a psrdcula.

problem in any grven year would
appropriae as tong as It msn
rather than replaces, basic salary data.

d. Tin1117, it S recommended eb. salary data

e iport.d in dorm by rank wbich compan-
sates or cL!lrencu in faculty distbntious.

C. Fnç* 3miia&Pi

a. ', dsdnttou of fringe benets gener117
.nclndes benedts available to 311 faculty that

hare a icUar cost :o .th. employer. Bentts

42-

and serrices in thnd art considered to

fringe bensdt* only tf a C2$h paytnt option

is available. deut and health insur.
anot, by dedn±rtou. are the only two pro-
rans considered as fringe benedtz by the

toivtxaley of. California. and- he California

Stat, Colleges.

b. Conpaxtsons of fringe bena&a. when om.
parisons bare been usda at alt, han gener.

a12y been limited to the dollar contribution

by the employer and han not included any
analysis of the qilalliy of the benedsa to the

.mplo,e..

'2. Boiement11oua

a. It Is recommended that fringe beuadt com.

parisoza of pe of banedt be Included in
facuLty iaLar7 reports, but tompared smpa.-

rately from salartas. Snob co arizona should

Include an anaIris of the çsalky of the
becedts as weLl. a the dollar cost to the

employer.

b. ?ropoazls to increase sp.ckc fringe beiets

should be made separately from saLaries, In-

&dLng separate cost estisr..

3. Camnsn
Saparste proposals for Increases In salAries and

.4nge bens&a should be made to

understanding about comp.dtivi positions. F'r

.ipL., Information submitted to the 1.963
tegislature by the Cuiversity of California. in
support of a proposed salary crease' for l6-.

'34, compared total ecmp.nsa1on data (salaries

plus fringe bensats) rather than s*bziá alone.

This report sated in part: "In compszuug sal-

aries, king, b.uadta must be taken into ac.
count. Salary compi.rlaoaa between the relver-

sity aM other lastitutions based on salary ola*i

took far more favorable than comparisons of

sslwes p4ua .ns$ts." The tease avorabL. cum-

parisco wu with fri.nge beneñts, not saiariet,

thus the report ecommended a salary increase

largely on the basis of a di!erencs in
beuedt,. 4ltbongh it is felt that comparisons of

I total cmpansstion we appropriate inclusions In
a faculty saLary rtporr such data should only

be in addition to rather than in of 'sips.

rat. analyse. of the current eompidtir position

in salaries and fringe b.ne!ts.

0. Tot4 Cg.nsctf an /

1. Tindlngs

a.. Total cop.nsation lata consLsu .f aera.ge

salaries plus & dollar a.ant representitg
the employer's coat of fringe beneâts.

b. Tb. Coordinating Council or Elgher Edu-
eath,n. the rniversiry of California and the

Ca2iQruls Stats Colleges ha'r In h. past all

5O
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used total ennpetmedan data prepared and
published by the AJMEIHALM Association of
Universiee Prafismns ba their 'Impedes
faculty Wary mints.

2. Recommendations
We recommend that total compensation date, es
reported by the American Association of Cni-
vanity Professors. be included in faculty salary
reports m a sUppimaiint to separate salary and
fringe benefit information.

L Special Privileges and lenelits
L Mains

. That are other faculty privileges and economic
banedts which are not clasiified as fringe bene-
fits because they may nOt be available to all
faculty or St the definition of a frince, bens&
in some other respect Exantples as the Univer-
sity of Califorlia include up 'to ofte.balf the
coat of moving expenses, vaaations for 11-month
appointees, the waiving of nosirmident tuition
for faculty children, sabbatical leaves with pay,
and other speoial and sick leaves with or with-
out pay.

2. Pccominendations
It is recommended that a list of special privi-
leges and benefits be defined sad summaries of
related policies be included in a special section
in future !malty salary reports so that the
Legislators will be aware of what these privi-
leges and benents include.

3. Caramel%
The expansion or sitialiaZINUit of SUM of these
special peivileges and benefits could improve
recruiting success more than the aspendiestre of
comparable antounte in salaries. For example,
moving expenses are not currently °tend by
the state coatis but some allowance might
make the digs:snot of whether a young eandi-
date from the East could accept an appoint-
ment_ If this type of betedt is proposed. it must
include adequate controls.

F. tiFtgaiitnerttery incolvtg

'1. Findings
a. The multiple loyalties created by permittng

faculty to supplement their salaries by earn-
ing e=a income from various sources within
and outside his college or r niversdry is rec-
ognized ss a prob n to institutions
of higher educe throughout the tufted
States.

b. There apparently are proportionately, more
private cousuitin opportunities in Califor-

-43-

Ms than in other areas of the =don. For
example, 51 percent of the federal research
defense contracts were concentrated in Cali-

. fends during 1963.44.
0.. The University of California haagesteral pol-

icies designed to insure that outside activities
do not Interfere with Vniversity respousibili-
ties. If outside activities interfere with tin.
varsity' responsibilities, the !twilit,' member
generally must take a leave of absence with-
out pay uraii such outside activities are cony-
pined. Them and other related Intiversity
policies were prated l a 1955 Cernegies
financed study titled rfnitifsiIV Paceily
Conspoustion PAW' and Fra> ctious. f

d. The Coordinating Couneil for Higher Edtt-
cation sal:mined =Opts biota nationwide
stutdievrtlating to the magnitude of melds
activities. We have no way of datennining
how the data may relate to California, but if
the eguiree are reasonable, then it appears
that probably a large percentage of faculty
have at least one source of emrs income.
Sources of income were reported are follows:

Swarm
Lecturing
Goeseral wntias
Seams: and =mom titrithig

Pireties of Madly
osenity siktit4ssai
Warms from Jewry,

4re

25

Goinammam cam mlitig IS

I eTertbeisk .....
Private aossultini
Firigice orrice sad foladieSolt eossakisig------- 0
Other 1711116114011111 settrida.
ifIfirte: University Faculty Commieerren Pvliewe awl Pwsation

is. the C. X. Apesesatisa at ,Rte ariensi Carmstties. era vers=at =aft Pram 'Craw. LIM
e. The united State Mc* of Education has

just completed a nationwide sample survey
of outside earnings of college faculty or
1961-62. Although data has not been pub- .

lisped yet. special permission has been re-
ceived to report the following result' which
art quoted from a letter sent to the Legis-
lative Analyst on December. S. 1964 ,root the
seat of the California State College Trustees :

am?

OUTSIDE Lammas OF TIAC14ING FACULTY ON
ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRACTS (9-10 MONTHS)

The U. S. Mee of Education has just completed a
nationwide surrey of outside esrainrs by a sampling
of all college faculty nationwide for 1961-62. The re-
snits are as !ollows :

5



6. Avorses
,Perecat ear dues

Ili. *rid agitsiali fitzstisurs------- 74 r.-500
$assaier tetteitiag .e 1.300
Maar earailer ester yeassz..___ 1.1. 1.300
Other trachias IS , 900

-------..-- ,S 1=0
mnen..... immai.m......w....04=ama 0 230

Cassialtehtfres ---- LI L4OU
aticiretiest t imilrithealar who hare mired vie

..
a.aboteach eiliortierit after reciriss) 1

asimarca .....--- 1.000
Other prefaseessal servins ,..- 10 1.300
.%ee-pr deselend famine S 1.100

Rcralefteit.
Stwechee

The highest average castings by slicking deld and.
the percentage with 0=161.er:ins are:

*meow
Perms; orraisit

Lair I which we tie sec dace) 1.9 951100
Estrtheittime
Manassas and C40111.0ret.-
Ettistag Sciesree
Acuities?,
Pseeseieee 4r,

In light of the Joint Committee clisettin you might
be interested in.tht following:

49.91soe
Perm*. frire**0

Te SLAM
1.000

TS 12110

Social Xtitiesres
rilaa OtZtig .41111.1.1111.41.MINI.....11.

PlitoroOkr
&hem ape Theelecr-

2. Recommendations
a. We recommend that the Coordinating Coun-

cil for Higher Education, the University of
California and the California State Colleges
cooperate in determining the mint to which
l'acolt, members 'participate in extra activi-
ties to supplement their niste-month salaries
including information as to 'when ex= ac.
tivities are usually performed (such as %WI-
ti0113. etc.). Such activities would include,
but not be limited to, lecturing. general writ-
ing. summer and extension teaching, govern.
meet consulting. textbook writing, private
consulting; public' service and foundation
consulting. sad other professional activities.
If such a study suggests that the magnitude
of these activities is such that the perform-
ance of normal, Cniversity and state college
responsibilities are perhaps being adversely
effected, then consideration should 12-1.--riken

to the posaibilitT of maintaining more corn.
plate dad meaningful records. Such records
would aid administrative officials and aca-
demic senates when .reviewing recommenda-
tions for promotions and salary increases
and provide summary data for reporting to
the ,Legislature on these signifitant faculty
welftre items. Next year's faculty salary re.
port of the Coordinating Council for Ingliar
Education should incorporate the results of
this study.

b. We also recommend that existing state col-
lege policies and enforcement practices re-,
girding extra employment be reviewed and
updated.

c. Finally, it is recommended that faculty sal-
are reports keep the Legislature informed
about policies and practices relating to extra
employment.

3. Comments
In our opinion, it would seem that any extrzi
eMployment would affect the quality of per-
formance of University responsibilities since
faculty surveys indicate that the average !lc.
tilts- workweek is 34 hours. The time spent'on
activities for extra compensation t except dur-
ing the summer) would be on top of what the
faculty has defined as their average workweek.
Because, in some instances, it is diflicult to de-
termine whether a given income-producing ac-
tivity, such as writing 'a book. is considered a
normal tniversity responsibility or an extra
activity, distinctions between normal and extra
activities need to be more clearly defined.

Much of the outside compensation received
by faculty comes in the form of grants made
directly to the faculty member rather than
through the toivereity or colleges. There is no

. regular reporting of these grants or the per-
sonal compensation which they provide to fac-
ulty, and the colleges and t7niversit7 do not
consider the reporting of such income to be
feasible. It may be desirable .to encourage the
Congress to direct that greater number of
grants =ade by United States agencies for re..
search be made directly to academic institu-
tions.
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Senate Con urrent.Resolution 51, 1965 General Session, Relative to
Academic Salaries' and, Welfate Benefits

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Bu get Committee pursuant to
House Resolution No 25q 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had
prepared and has adopteia report of the Legislative Analyst con-
taining findings and recommendations as to salaries and the general
economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members of
the California institutions of higher education; and

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee
found that the reporting of salaries and fringe benefits as it has
been made previously to the Legislature has been fragmentary and
has lacked necessary consistency, with the result that the Legis-
laiure's consideration of the salary requests of the institutions
of higher learning has been made unnecessarily difficult; and

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the
Governor should receive each December 1 a report from the Coordina-
ting Council for Higher Education, plus such supplementary informa-
tion as the University of California and the. California State
'Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing comprehensive
and consistently reported information as outlined specifically in
the report adopted by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee; and

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended4by the committee would Include
essential data on the size and composition of the faculty, the estab-
lishment of comprehensive bases for comparing and evaluating faculty
salaries, the nature and cost of existing and desired fringe benefits,
the nature and extent of total.compensation to the faculty, special
privileges and benefits, and a description and measurement of sup-
plementary income, all of Oich affect the welfare of the faculties
and involve cost implications, to the state now, therefore: be its

Resolved by the Senate of the State of California, the Assembly
thereof concurring, That the Coordinating Council for Higher Educa-
tion in cooperation with the. University of California and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges shall submit annually to the Governor and the
Legislature got later than December 1 a faculty salary and welfare
benefits report containing the basic information recommended in the
report of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee as filed with the
President of the Senate and the Speaker of the Assembly, under date
of ;March -22, 1965.
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